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In this study, hyperbranched polymers were explored as matrix modifiers to create
E-glass fiber (GF) reinforced polymer composites with enhanced mechanical proper-
ties. Hyperbranched polymers have lower viscosities than their linear equivalents,
potentially providing enhanced fiber wet out leading to improved stress transfer.
Hyperbranched (HB), hydrogenated hyperbranched (H-HB), and linear functional
(LF) divinyl benzene were blended with linear polystyrene (LP) to form a range of
composite matrix formulations. Blends of the HB and LP polymers were used since
the neat hyperbranched polymers alone proved to be highly brittle when formed into
a film. A neat LP-GF composite was also prepared as control. Of the three matrix
modifiers considered, only the H-HB provided an improvement in mechanical proper-
ties in comparison to LP-GF. With the addition of 10 and 20 wt% H-HB, respectively,
the flexural modulus increased by 25% (p < 0.05) and 36% (p < 0.05) and flexural
strength increased by 15% (p < 0.05) and 31% (p < 0.005). The enhanced mechanical
properties were attributed to better fiber wetting along with crystallization observed
with the addition of 20 wt% H-HB. The non-reactive ethyl ( CH2 CH3) chain end
group of the macromolecular H-HB resulted in a plasticizing effect, which in turn
improved its wettability. The LP:HB polymer blends, on the other hand, underwent
crosslinking due to the presence of the vinyl ( CH CH2) chain ends leading to poor
wettability in comparison to the LP:H-HB and LP:LF blended films and hence lower
mechanical properties.
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1 | INTRODUCTION
Hyperbranched (HB) polymers are highly branched polymers con-
taining a large number of functional end groups, which possess mono-
mer/organic solvent solubility and low melt viscosity, due to the
“globular” nature of their structures, making these materials suitable
matrix modifiers for polymer fiber composites.1,2 Consequently there
have been literature reports of their use as additives for both thermo-
set and thermoplastic polymer matrix composites.3 For example, with
thermoset materials, Mezzenga, et al.3 used an epoxy functionalized
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HB polymer to modify an epoxy matrix based composite and reported
a 2.5 fold increase in fracture toughness (KIC) with addition of 5 phr
(parts per hundred rubber) of HB and also reported that this increase
was obtained without affecting the viscosity, processability, and glass
transition temperature of the epoxy resin. DeCarli et al.4 also reported
a 224% increase in fracture toughness for carbon fiber reinforced
epoxy anhydride composite on addition of 10 wt% of epoxy termi-
nated HB polymer (Boltorn E1) as a toughening agent.
In addition, HB polymers functionalized with vinyl reactive groups
have been used as fiber/filler processing aids for thermoset epoxy
composites.1,3,5,6 For example, Li et al.2 used epoxide terminated
hyperbranched polymer grafted glass fibers (GF-HBPE) as the rein-
forcement to produce epoxy based composites. They reported that
the addition of only 1 wt% GF-HBPE increased the tensile strength,
percentage elongation at break, flexural strength, and impact strength
of the epoxy composite by 23.6%, 125%, 26%, and 74.5%
respectively.
In the field of thermoplastic composites, HB polymers were inves-
tigated to improve fiber/matrix adhesion and filler dispersion.7 Sun
et al.8 used sisal fibers grafted with poly(amidoamine) dendrimer as
reinforcement to produce sisal fiber-reinforced polypropylene com-
posites. They studied the effects of dendrimer generations on the
mechanical properties of composites. For generation 2.0 dendrimer,
they found that the tensile, flexural, and impact strength of the com-
posites (at 30 wt% fiber loading) increased by 29%, 13%, and 54%,
respectively. Lu et al.9 prepared sisal fiber/polypropylene/carboxyl
terminated HB polymer composites and reported a 21.5% and 9.7%
increase in impact and flexural strength, respectively, for the HB mod-
ified composites in comparison to unmodified polymer fiber compos-
ites. Wong et al.10 reported improved brittleness of a polylactic acid
matrix via addition of an HB polymer and also reported that with addi-
tion of 10% v/v HBP, the toughness of the composite doubled. They
suggested that the improved wetting of the fibers by the matrix (when
HB was present) had improved the toughness.
On the other hand, non-fiber, composites have also been pre-
pared with HB polymers to exploit their unique properties. Zhou
et al.11 reported on the modification of multi-wall carbon nanotube
(MWCNT) with an HB polymer containing UV reactive functional
groups. The resin was cured under UV irradiation and revealed
improved tensile strength and toughness values by 41% and 105%,
respectively, with addition of only 0.1 wt% MWCNT.11 Other studies
also report on the use of HB containing composites due to their
unique properties. For example, HB Polymers have facilitated a wide
range of applications in inorganic–organic composite materials,12 den-
tal composites,13 and ion conducting membranes.14
This study reports on the preparation and comparison of polymer
composites containing E-glass fibers as reinforcement materials using
matrices of; (a) pure (linear polystyrene) LP, (b) blends of LP with HB
polymers containing reactive vinyl ( CH CH2) chain end group,
(c) hydrogenated hyperbranched (H-HB) with non-reactive ethyl
( CH2 CH3 ) functional groups, and (d) linear functional (LF) with
vinyl ( CH CH2) chain end.
15 The temperatures utilized in this study
for composite manufacture were determined from a previous
rheological study of pure LP and its blends. In that study it was
observed that LP started to show flow behavior at around 190C,
whereas LP:HB 90–10 and 80–20 did not show any flow behavior
from room temperature up to 200C. Whereas, the LP:H-HB showed
flow behavior at around 170C while LP:LF 90–10 and 80–20
showed flow behavior around 135C.
In this study, HB polymers were used in blends, with their linear
analogs, in order to create the matrix materials used in the preparation
of polymer E-Glass fiber composites. Furthermore, in the manufacture
of these composites, the E-Glass fiber was used as received so that
the study concentrated solely on the effects of matrices on the
mechanical properties of the polymer fiber composites. The mechani-
cal properties of the LP film and blends prepared at both room tem-
perature (R.T) and heat treated (H.T) at elevated temperatures during
composite manufacture were also evaluated. Furthermore, the flexural
properties of the composites produced were evaluated and compared.
2 | EXPERIMENTAL METHODS
2.1 | Materials
Linear poly(styrene) (LP) (Grade 430,102) (Mw ~ 192 KiloDalton [kDa])
was purchased from Sigma Aldrich, UK. The hyperbranched
poly(divinyl benzene) (HB) of (Mw 60 kDa, respectively) and hydroge-
nated hyperbranched poly(divinyl benzene) (H-HB) (Mw ~ 60 kDa) and
the linear functional poly(divinyl benzene) (LF) (Mw ~ 10 kDa) were
synthesized using the methods described in prior literature.15 Woven
E-glass fiber was purchased from Plastic Direct (UK), weave style:
plain woven, thickness: 0.2 mm, overall weight: 200 g m2, sizing
type: silane and chloroform (10% w/v) was purchased from Fisher Sci-
entific (UK).
2.2 | Preparation of polymer blends
The films of LP and the blends (~0.3 mm thick) of linear poly(styrene)
(LP) with hyperbranched (HB) (LP:HB), hydrogenated hyperbranched
(H-HB) (LP:H-HB), and linear functional (LF) (LP:LF) poly(divinyl ben-
zene) of two different compositions (90:10 and 80:20) were prepared
using the methods described in our previous paper.15 The LP film and
the blends were prepared by dissolving specific amounts of the poly-
mers in chloroform (4% w/v). The solution was stirred for 3 h using a
magnetic stirrer for homogenization at room temperature (~25C) and
then poured into a PTFE mold. The solvent was then allowed to evap-
orate at room temperature (25C). The films were further dried in an
oven at 50C for 3 days to remove any residual solvent.
The films of LP and the blends (~0.3 mm thick) of linear
poly(styrene) (LP) with hyperbranched (HB) (LP:HB), hydrogenated
hyperbranched (H-HB) (LP:H-HB), and linear functional (LF) (LP:LF)
poly(divinyl benzene) of two different compositions (90:10 and 80:20)
were prepared using the methods described in a prior report.15 The
LP film and the blends were prepared by dissolving specific amounts
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of the polymers in chloroform (4% w/v). The solution was stirred for
3 h using a magnetic stirrer to create a homogeneous mixture at room
temperature (~25C) and then poured into a PTFE mold. The solvent
was then allowed to evaporate at room temperature (25C). The films
were further dried in an oven at 50C for 3 days to remove any resid-
ual solvent.
2.3 | Preparation of composites
The composite samples were prepared via a film stacking process. The
polymer films were stacked alternately with woven E-glass fiber mats
into a 1 mm thick mold cavity between two metallic plates. The width
and length of the mold were 60  60 mm2, respectively. For compos-
ites with matrices of LP, LP:HB, and LP:H-HB, the entire stack was
then heated in the press for 10 min at 200C and then pressed for
another 10 min at 40 bar. However, for the composite with LP:LF
matrices, the polymer fiber stack was heated at 140C (rather than
200C) for 10 min and then pressed for 10 min at 40 bar pressure.
After pressing, the composites were cooled, while maintaining the
same pressure, at a rate ~10 C min1 to below the Tg of LP (~101C)
for LP-GF, LP:HB-GF, and LP:H-HB-GF composites. Meanwhile, for
LP:LF-GF composite, cooling was maintained at the same pressure at
a rate ~10 C min1 to below the Tg of LF (~80C). LP-GF composite
was prepared to use as control.
The resulting laminated composites were cut into 25 mm length
 10 mm width coupons for flexural testing, using a Diamond cutter.
The composites prepared in this study with their respective sample
codes, polymer blends, and volume fractions of polymer blends and
fibers are presented in Table 1.
2.4 | Characterization
2.4.1 | Dynamic viscosity measurement
The dynamic viscosity was determined using an Anton-Paar 302 rhe-
ometer. Measurements were performed using a 25 mm parallel plate
gap, which was adjusted between 0.5 and 0.6 mm. All tests were per-
formed with a logarithmically increasing shear rate range between
0.01 s1 and 100 s1. Viscosity of LP, LP:HB, and LP:H-HB blends
were measured at 200C and LP:LF was measured at 140C to match
the processing temperatures used during composite manufacture. All
samples were tested in triplicate.
2.4.2 | Differential scanning calorimetry (DSC)
LP:H-HB 90–10 and 80–20 blends were investigated for thermal
properties using a DSC (Q2000, TA instruments, UK). Samples
(approximately 5 mg) were heated from 25C to 200C at a heating
rate of 10C min1 under nitrogen gas flow (100 ml min1). After
heating, the samples were subsequently cooled to room temperature
(i.e., at a rate of approximately 20C min1) before ramping again to
200C at the same heating rate. The data were taken from the sec-
ond cycle.
2.4.3 | Thermo-gravimetric analysis (TGA)
A SDT Q600 thermo-gravimetric analyzer from TA instruments
(USA) was used to analyze the thermal degradation of pure LP and
blends when used as matrices. Approximately 5 mg of each samples
were heated from room temperature (25C) to 200C at a heating
rate of 10C min1 under 100 ml min1 air flow and kept at 200C
for 30 min. The same procedure was repeated for LP:LF 90–10 and
80–20 from room temperature (25C) to 140C at a heating rate of
10C min1. A blank analysis was conducted for background correc-
tion. The mass loss (%) with respect to time was determined. Data
acquisition and processing were performed using TA Universal anal-
ysis 2000 software.
2.4.4 | Burn off tests
The fiber volume fraction of the composites was determined via the
standard test method (BS 2782–10: Method 1002:1977 EN 60) for
ignition loss of cured reinforced resins. The mass of the metal sample
tray was measured with and without the composite sample. Triplicate
samples were then placed into a furnace at 500C (below the glass Tg)
for an hour, ensuring complete combustion of the polymer. The mass
of the trays and residues were measured after removal from the
TABLE 1 Composite sample codes,
polymer matrices, and volume fractions
of polymer matrices and fibers
(determined via burn-off test)
Composite code Polymer films E-Glass fiber (volm %) Polymer films (volm %)
LP-GF LP 40 ± 0.07 60 ± 0.05
LP:HB 90-10-GF LP:HB 90–10 38.7 ± 0.2 61.21 ± 0.09
LP:HB 80-20-GF LP:HB 80–20 38.1 ± 0.1 61.86 ± 0.1
LP:H-HB 90-10-GF LP:H-HB 90–10 40.5 ± 0.09 59.45 ± 0.07
LP:H-HB 80-20-GF LP:H-HB 80–20 40.3 ± 0.08 59.62 ± 0.08
LP:LF 90-10-GF LP:LF 90–10 37.8 ± 0.3 62.11 ± 0.2
LP:LF 80-20-GF LP:LF 80–20 37.8 ± 0.1 62.17 ± 0.1
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where, P is the percentage loss on ignition.
m1 is the mass of the container.
m2 is the initial total mass of the container plus the specimen.
m3 is the final total mass, after combustion, of the container and
the residue.
2.5 | Mechanical testing
2.5.1 | Tensile tests
The polymer films of the different compositions were cut into dog
bone shapes (width ~4 mm, thickness ~0.3 mm) using a dog bone cut-
ter and the tensile properties were determined using an Instron tensile
test machine 5969 (Software-QMAT) with a cross head speed of
0.5 mm min1, gauge length 25 mm, and a 1 kN load cell. Strain was
captured using an Imetrum video gauge and values were collected
from at least five repeat specimens. The tensile strength and modulus
were calculated from experimental data according to the standard
(ISO/DIS 527–1).
2.5.2 | Flexural testing
The flexural strength and modulus of the composite samples
(10  25 mm2) were evaluated by flexural (three-point bending) tests
using an Instron 5969 testing machine (Software-QMAT). These measure-
ments were done according to the standards BS EN ISO 14125:1998. A
crosshead speed of 0.5 mm min1 and a 5 kN load cell was used. Flexural
studies were conducted using three repeat specimens.
2.5.3 | Scanning electron microscopy
Scanning electron microscope images were taken to examine the
cross section of the freeze-fractured composite plates. The specimens
were carbon coated prior to examination and viewed with a JEOL
6400 SEM scanning electron microscope operated at 10 kV in sec-
ondary electron mode (SE).
2.5.4 | Statistical analysis
Statistical analysis on a sample group (more than two specimens) was
performed using Tukey's Multiple Comparison Test (95% confidence
intervals) through a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), employing
Graph Pad Prism software (version 5.01).
3 | RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
3.1 | Viscosity
The temperature of composite making and as well as viscosity study
of LP and its blends were based on a previously performed rheologi-
cal study. In that study, LP showed flow behavior (loss modulus
became higher than storage modulus; G00 > G0) at ~190C and LP:H-
HB 90–10 and 80–20 ~ 170C. Whereas LP:LF 90–10 and 80–20 at
~140C and ~125C, respectively. On the other hand, LP:HB 90–10
and 80–20 did not show any flow behavior (G0 > G00) even at higher
temperature until 200C, which confirmed crosslinking of the HB
polymer.
The viscosity of the LP and blends are presented as a function of
shear rate in Figure 1. Both LP and the blends showed shear thinning
behavior. It has been reported that HB polymers show Newtonian
behavior due to the absence of chain entanglement.16,17 The shear thin-
ning behavior of LP and blends was, therefore, attributed to the contri-
bution of polymer chain entanglements from LP.18 The viscosity of LP:
HB blends were found to be highest (5.9  104 Pa.s) at 200C at low
shear rate (0.01 s1). This behavior could be explained taking into
account the crosslinking effect of the HB polymer at that temperature,
which was confirmed from the previous rheological study performed as
described in,15 where both LP:HB 90–10 and 80–20 did not reach a flow
state (storage modulus > loss modulus; G00 > G0) even at high temperature
(~200C). However, viscosity of LP:H-HB 90–10 and 80–20 blends were
found to be slightly lower (3.8  103 Pa.s and 3.1  103 Pa.s, respec-
tively) in comparison to LP (4.0  103 Pa.s) at shear rate of 0.01 s1.
Lower viscosity of LP:H-HB blends compared to LP was expected as
there are no reactive vinyl functional groups in the chain end of H-HB
polymer and as a result no crosslinking should have occurred. Moreover,
decrease of LP:H-HB blends viscosities in comparison to the LP in the
lower strain rate region could also be attributed to the non-entanglement
F IGURE 1 Dynamic viscosity of pure LP, LP:HB, and LP:H-HB
polymer blends at 200C and for LP:LF blends at 140C
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of H-HB polymer chains.19 Nunez et al.18 measured solution viscosity of
blends of linear poly hydroxyl methacrylate and HB polyester and
reported that reduction in viscosity from 40 Pa.s to 20 Pa.s for blends
containing 5 wt% of HB polyester occurred due to the absence of physi-
cal entanglements in the HB polyester. LP:LF 90–10 and 80–20 at
140C showed higher viscosity (1.9  104 Pa.s and at 5.3  103 Pa.s,
respectively) than that of LP at 200C (Figure 1) since the viscosity of
the polymers decreased with increasing temperature.
3.2 | Thermogravimetric analysis
The thermal degradation (Figure S2) of LP, LP:HB, LP:H-HB blends at
200C and for LP:LF blends at both 140C and 200C were investi-
gated to explore potential degradation effects of the polymer blends
during composite preparation stage.
The residual weight percentage (wt%) of pure LP, LP:HB, LP:H-
HB blends at 200C and LP:LF blends at 140C showed almost similar
thermal degradation profiles over the period of the study. However at
200C after 28 min, the LP:LF blends underwent higher thermal deg-
radation (residual wt% at ~89% and ~88% for 90–10 and 80–20,
respectively) in comparison to LP (residual wt% ~96%) and the other
polymer blends (LP:HB at 90–10 and 80–20 residual wt% ~95 and LP:
H-HB 90–10 and 80–20 residual wt% ~93) tested. The higher thermal
degradation of LP:LF blends at 200C may have been due to the lower
molecular weight of LF in comparison to LP, HB, and H-HB.20 How-
ever, at 140C after 28 min the LP:LF blends showed similar residual
weight% as LP and the other blends, and hence why the composite
with LP:LF blends were prepared at 140C.
3.3 | DSC
Figure 2 shows DSC analysis of the LP:H-HB films of 90–10 and 80–
20 composition from room temperature to 200C. A peak was identi-
fied for LP:H-HB 80–20 at 165C (Figure 2) whereas no such peak
was found for the heat treated LP:H-HB 90–10. This peak indicated
that after crystallization of the ethyl chain end ( CH2 CH3 ) for H-
HB in LP:H-HB 80–20 blends may have occurred post heat treatment
at 200C. For the LP:H-HB 90–10 absence of this peak indicated that
10 wt% of H-HB in the blend was not sufficient enough to cause any
significant crystallization in the blend.
3.4 | Mechanical properties
3.4.1 | Tensile test
The tensile modulus data of LP and blends both at room temperature (R.
T) and heat treated (H.T) are presented in Figure 3(A, B), respectively. At
R.T the tensile modulus of all polymer blends was found to be statistically
significantly (p < 0.05) lower in comparison to the LP alone. The lower
modulus of LP:HB and LP:H-HB blends at R.T could also be explained in
terms of the absence of crosslinking and polymer chain entanglements
of HB and H-HB at room temperature. It has been reported that HB
polymers possess poor mechanical properties and brittleness in compari-
son to their linear counterparts due to higher branching and absence of
chain entanglement.21 The tensile modulus of LP:LF blends was also sta-
tistically significantly (p < 0.05) lower than LP, which was again suggested
to be due to the lower molecular weight of the LF polymer. Although LF
polymer had a lower molecular weight than for HB and H-HB, the tensile
modulus of LP:LF 90–10 and 80–20 was statistically significantly higher
~15% (p < 0.05) in comparison to the LP:HB 90–10 and 80–20, respec-
tively. At room temperature (in absence of crosslinking) both HB and H-
HB possessed a globular, three-dimensional structure whereas LF pos-
sess a most likely linear structure like LP with few functional groups,
since the monomer for LF was only 1% of divinyl benzene and 99% sty-
rene.15 So, it can be said that the highly branched structure at R.T may
have been responsible for the statistically significantly (p < 0.05) lower
modulus value for LP:HB and LP:H-HB in comparison to LP:LF. How-
ever, no statistical significant (p < 0.05) difference was observed for LP:
HB and LP:H-HB tensile modulus value.
After heat treatment, the tensile modulus of LP decreased by
24% (p < 0.005). The decreased modulus value of LP could be attrib-
uted to the development of free volume and residual stress after heat
treatment.15,22 To study the effect of thermal treatment and
quenching on thermal and mechanical properties of linear polystyrene,
Rouabah et al.23 carried out heating and quenching of linear polysty-
rene to different temperatures. They reported the lowest elastic and
flexural modulus for linear polystyrene after quenching, and stated
that this lower modulus was due to the development of free volume
during quenching (as all polymer chains can have sufficient time to
reorganize and thus free volume is induced) and residual tensile
stresses developed, which may have increased the total tensile stress
applied to the sample.22,23
F IGURE 2 DSC thermograms of heat treated LP:H-HB 90–10
and LP:H-HB 80–20
KABIR ET AL. 5
Since the heating and cooling process for both LP and the
blends was similar, a decrease in tensile modulus value after heat
treatment was also expected for blends. However, the heat treated
LP:HB 90–10 and 80–20 blends experienced a 26% (p < 0.005) and
30% (p < 0.005) increase in tensile modulus, respectively, in com-
parison to LP:HB 90–10 and 80–20 blends at R.T. This increased
modulus value of heat treated LP:HB 90–10 and 80–20 blends was
attributed to the crosslinking of HB polymer at 200C due to the
presence of CH CH2 at its chain end group.
24 Moreover, the
modulus of heat treated LP:HB 80–20 was found to have increased
statistically significantly by 18% (p < 0.05) in comparison to that of
heat treated LP.
H-HB polymer possessed non-entangled polymer chains with
non-reactive ethyl (-CH2–CH3) chain end groups. The ethyl
( CH2 CH3) chain end crystallization of H-HB at 165C (Figure 2)
had significantly (p < 0.005) increased the tensile modulus value of
the LP:H-HB 80–20 blends (by 27%) than their value at R.T
Malmstrom et al.25 investigated the effect of alkyl chain end groups
on the crystallinity of HB polyester and reported the crystallization of
HB polymer chain ends with sufficiently long alkyl chain (C12-C16)
length. However, they did not observe any crystallization with short
alkyl chain lengths with 3–6 carbons. Schmaljohann et al.26 also did
not observe any crystallization effects for HB polymer with short alkyl
chain (C4) ends. However, they did report crystallization for polymers
containing C14 and C18 long alkyl chain ends. The H-HB polymer
used in this study contained short (C2) alkyl chain ends, and crystalli-
zation may have occurred since the LP:H-HB blends were subjected
to heat treatment at 200C for 20 min and then cooled down to
below the Tg value (100C), which could have caused reorganization
of the ethyl ( CH2 CH3) chain ends. However, for LP:H-HB 90–10
blend no significant (p > 0.05) improvement in tensile properties was
observed in comparison to the value of the blend at R.T due to the
absence of chain end crystallization (Figure 2).
The tensile modulus value of heat treated (140C) LP:LF 90–10
and 80–20 also decreased by 9% and 12%, respectively (p < 0.05), in
comparison to the heat treated LP (at 200C). Since LF has a linear
structure with few CH CH2 functional groups, the decrease in
modulus may have been the same as for LP.
Figure S3a,b presents a comparison of the tensile strength data of
LP:HB, LP:H-HB, and LP:LF blends with LP for both at R.T and heat
treated (H.T). At R.T the tensile strength value of all polymer blends
appeared to be statistically significantly (p < 0.005) lower in compari-
son to LP. However, after heat treatment the tensile strength of LP
decreased by 20% (p < 0.05) as compared to R.T values. The lower
tensile strength of LP after heat treatment may have been due to the
fact that when external load was applied the stresses developed were
superimposed with the tensile residual stresses (due to heat treat-
ment) and the LP broke down at a lower load.23 LP:HB 80–20 also
experienced a decrease in tensile strength by 70% (p < 0.005) com-
pared to LP alone. With increase wt% of HB in the blend, the
crosslinking density of HB also increased and the tensile strength
decreased. Kim et al.27 prepared crosslinked polymer films with HB
polyglycidol containing hydroxyl ( OH) group and used carboxyl
( COOH)-terminated poly (ethylene glycol) as a crosslinking agent.
They reported a lower tensile strength value at 0.139 MPa for higher
crosslinking concentration (mole ratio [ COOH]/[-OH];0.75) whereas
higher tensile strength value at 0.22 MPa for lower crosslinking con-
centration ([ COOH]/[ OH];0.25). On the other hand, the tensile
strength of heat-treated LP:H-HB 80–20 increased statistically signifi-
cantly (p < 0.005) in comparison to its value at R.T The LP:LF 80–20
also experienced statistically significant (p < 0.005) decrease in tensile
strength value.
A comparison table for the tensile strength of all polymer films
both at room temperature and heat treated is presented in Table 2.
3.4.2 | Flexural test
For the flexural modulus data of the composites (Figure 4(A)) the
lower flexural modulus was observed for LP:HB 90-10-GF and 80–20
F IGURE 3 Tensile modulus of pure LP and blends (A) at room temperature and (B) heat treated
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composites at 5.5 and 5.1 GPa, respectively. However, this value was
not statistically significantly lower than that of LP-GF composite
(5.8 GPa). From our previous study15 the rheological data showed that
the storage modulus of LP:HB blends was higher than the loss modu-
lus across the temperature region examined and did not show any
flow behavior before being crosslinked. As a result, wetting of fiber
with matrix was minimal and resulted in low a modulus value. Other
studies also reported lower flexural properties for composites pre-
pared with crosslinked HB polymers. For example, Ratna et al.28 man-
ufactured epoxy/clay nanocomposite using a matrix, which was a
blend of epoxy and 15 wt% epoxy functional HB polymer and utilized
a crosslinking agent for the HB with epoxy. They reported a signifi-
cant decrease in flexural modulus value for the nanocomposites with
15 wt% HB (2.5 GPa) in the matrix as compared to the composite
without HB (5.0 GPa) in the matrix. They attributed this decrease in
composite modulus to the lower modulus value of the HB polymer.
On the other hand, in comparison to the LP-GF composite the
flexural modulus of LP:H-HB 90-10-GF and 80–20 increased by 25%
and 36%, respectively. Moreover, the flexural strength for LP:H-HB
80-20-GF had increased statistically significantly by 31% compared to
the LP-GF composite. This increase in modulus and strength indicated
better adhesion between LP:H-HB matrix and the fiber due to
potentially enhanced wettability of the fiber by the LP:H-HB matrix in
comparison to LP matrix at the composite processing temperature
(200C). The improved wettability of the LP:H-HB matrix can be
supported by the lower viscosity at lower strain rate (0.01%) (see
Figure 1) and also by the flow behavior (from rheological data15) at
lower temperatures ~170C (for both LP:H-HB 90–10 and 80–20
blends) in comparison to the LP (~190C). Hyperbranched polymers
have been previously reported for use as matrix modifiers for thermo-
plastic polymer composites to improve processability.7 Lu et al.9 used
a carboxy terminated HB polymer as compatibilizer for composites
with sisal fiber (as reinforcing agent) and polypropylene (as matrix)
and reported an increase in flexural modulus to 2.13 GPa and flexural
strength to 42.6 MPa with addition of 2% HB whereas for neat poly-
mer and sisal fiber composite the values were reported to be
1.84 GPa and 35.7 MPa, respectively. They explained that this
increase in flexural properties was due to the uniform distribution of
sisal fiber in the HB modified polymer matrix.9 Moreover, during com-
posite manufacture alkyl chain end crystallization was suggested to
have occurred for LP:H-HB 80–20, which contributed to the higher
mechanical properties of the LP:H-HB 80-20-GF composite.29
However, the flexural strength value of both LP:LF 90-10-GF and
80-20-GF composites decreased (by 18%, p < 0.005) as compared to
TABLE 2 A comparison of the tensile strength value of pure LP and blends (LP:HB, LP:H-HB, and LP:LF) for both at room temperature (R.T)
and heat treated (H.T)
Polymer films Tensile strength (R.T) (MPa) Tensile strength (H.T) (MPa) (%) increase or decrease p value
LP 25.01 20.8 20% decrease (p < 0.01)
LP:HB 90–10 15.65 13.51 15% decrease (p > 0.01)
LP:HB 80–20 13.29 6.88 93% decrease (p < 0.005)
LP:H-HB 90–10 16.75 18.08 8% increase (p > 0.05)
LP:H-HB 80–20 12.22 19.78 61% increase (p < 0.005)
LP:LF 90–10 12.66 14.92 15% increase (p > 0.05)
LP:LF 80–20 14.66 11.33 29% decrease (p > 0.01)
F IGURE 4 (A) Flexural modulus (B) Flexural strength for composites with 21 wt% E-glass fiber (woven mat) produced using LP and blends
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the LP:LF 90-10-GF composite. Although LP:LF blends melted at
~140C,15 the viscosity of both LP:LF 90–10 and 80–20 blends were
significantly higher at 140C than LP at 200C. The higher viscosity of
the LP:LF blends may have been responsible for the comparatively
poor wettability compared to the LP.30
3.4.3 | Scanning electron microscopy (SEM)
Figure 5 shows the surface morphology of the fractured composites
and in the case of LP-GF (Figure 5(A)) and LP:HB-GF (Figure 5(B, C))
composites the fibers appeared to have de-bonded from the LP matrix
indicating poor adhesion between the fibers and the matrix. De-
bonding was also observed for LP:LF-GF composites (Figure 5(F, G)),
however, less than LP-GF and LP:HB-GF. For the LP:H-HB compos-
ites (Figure 5(D, E)) better adhesion between the fiber and matrix was
observed after composite fracture in comparison to the other com-
posites. This result was also in agreement with data from mechanical
tests.
4 | CONCLUSIONS
In conclusion, after heat treatment the tensile modulus of LP:HB of
90–10 and 80–20 increased significantly in comparison to LP
(p < 0.005), which was suggested to be due to crosslinking, and their
F IGURE 5 SEM micrographs of
fracture surfaces of composites (A) LP-GF
(B) LP:HB 90-10-GF (C) LP:HB 80-20-GF
(D) LP:H-HB 90-10-GF (E) LP:H-HB
80-20-GF (F) LP:LF 90-10-GF (G) LP:LF-
80-20-GF
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tensile strength properties decreased. For the LP:H-HB 80–20 blends
a significant (p < 0.005) increase was observed for both tensile modu-
lus and tensile strength value, which was suggested to be due to the
ethyl chain end crystallization of H-HB after heat treatment. More-
over, for the composites, the highest flexural modulus and strength
was found for LP:H-HB 80-20-GF at 7.9 GPa and 131 MPa, respec-
tively, which was suggested to be due to enhanced wettability of fiber
by LP:H-HB 80–20 matrix and chain end crystallization. This observa-
tion was also supported by SEM analysis where better adhesion
between the fiber and matrix was observed for LP:H-HB 80-20-GF.
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
The authors would like to acknowledge the financial support provided
by the Commonwealth Scholarship Commission. We also acknowl-
edge support from Martin Roe at the Nanoscale and Microscale
Research Center (nmRC), University of Nottingham, for training on
SEM facilities; and Jason Greaves from the Faculty of Engineering,
University of Nottingham, for TGA/Thermal analysis training.
DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
The data that supports the findings of this study are available in the
supplementary material of this article.
ORCID
Sumaya F. Kabir https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5886-0113
REFERENCES
1. Sun Z. Hyperbranched polymers in modifying natural plant fibers and
their applications in polymer matrix composites—a review. J Agric
Food Chem. 2019;67:8715-8724. https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jafc.
9b03436.
2. Li S, Li Y, Zhu H, et al. Evaluation of glass-fiber grafted by epoxide-
terminated hyperbranched polymer on the effect of mechanical char-
acterization of epoxy composites. Sci Eng Compos Mater. 2018;25:
417-424. https://doi.org/10.1515/secm-2016-0041.
3. Mezzenga R, Boogh L, Månson J-AE. A review of dendritic
hyperbranched polymer as modifiers in epoxy composites. Compos Sci
Technol. 2001;61:787-795.
4. DeCarli M, Kozielski K, Tian W, et al. Toughening of a carbon fibre
reinforced epoxy anhydride composite using an epoxy terminated
hyperbranched modifier. Compos Sci Technol. 2005;65:2156-2166.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compscitech.2005.05.003.
5. Sorensen K, Pettersson B, Boogh L, et al. Dendritic Polyester Macro-
molecule in Thermosetting Resin Matrix. Google Patents, 2000.
6. Varley RJ, Tian W. Toughening of an epoxy anhydride resin system
using an epoxidized hyperbranched polymer. Polym Int. 2004;53:
69-77.
7. Boogh L, Jannerfeldt G, Pettersson B, et al. Dendritic-based additives
for polymer matrix composites. Paper presented at: Proc of the
ICCM-12 Conference, Paris, France July 1999;5–9.
8. Sun Z, Yi F, Zhao X. Effect of grafting generations of poly
(amidoamine) dendrimer from the sisal fiber surface on the mechani-
cal properties of composites. J Nat Fibers. 2018;15:896-905.
9. Lu S, Ling R, Luo C, et al. Sisal fibre/polypropylene composites
modified with carboxyl terminated hyperbranched polymer. Plas-
tics Rubber Comp. 2013;42:361-366. https://doi.org/10.1179/
1743289812Y.0000000040.
10. Wong S, Shanks RA, Hodzic A. Mechanical behavior and fracture
toughness of poly (L-lactic acid)-natural fiber composites modified
with hyperbranched polymers. Macromol Mater Eng. 2004;289:
447-456.
11. Zhou W, Xu J, Shi W. Surface modification of multi-wall carbon nano-
tube with ultraviolet-curable hyperbranched polymer. Thin Solid Films.
2008;516:4076-4082.
12. Xu X, Zeng Y, Zhang F-A. Enhancement of polystyrene composites by
hyper-branched polymer-grafted nano-SiO2. Plastics Rubber Compos.
2018;47:266-272. https://doi.org/10.1080/14658011.2018.
1475167.
13. Dodiuk-Kenig H, Lizenboim K, Eppelbaum I, et al. The effect of
hyper-branched polymers on the properties of dental composites and
adhesives. J Adhes Sci Technol. 2004;18:1723-1737. https://doi.org/
10.1163/1568561042708304.
14. Liu Y, Zhou J, Hou J, et al. Hyperbranched polystyrene copolymer
makes superior anion exchange membrane. ACS Appl Polym Mater.
2018;1:76-82.
15. Kabir SF, Adlington K, Parsons AJ, et al. Comparison of thermal,
thermomechanical, and rheological properties of blends of
divinylbenzene-based hyperbranched and linear functionalized poly-
mers. J Appl Polym Sci. 2020;137:48547. https://doi.org/10.1002/
app.48547.
16. Hsieh T-T, Tiu C, Simon G. Melt rheology of aliphatic hyperbranched
polyesters with various molecular weights. Polymer. 2001;42:1931-
1939. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0032-3861(00)00441-9.
17. Malmström E, Johansson M, Hult A. Hyperbranched aliphatic polyes-
ters. Macromolecules. 1995;28:1698-1703. https://doi.org/10.1021/
ma00109a049.
18. Nunez CM, Chiou B-S, Andrady AL, et al. Solution rheology of
hyperbranched polyesters and their blends with linear polymers. Macro-
molecules. 2000;33:1720-1726. https://doi.org/10.1021/ma991044z.
19. Cook AB, Barbey R, Burns JA, et al. Hyperbranched polymers with
high degrees of branching and low dispersity values: pushing the
limits of thiol–yne chemistry. Macromolecules. 2016;49:1296-1304.
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.macromol.6b00132.
20. Funt JM, Magill JH. Thermal decomposition of polystyrene: effect of
molecular weight. J Polym Sci Polym Phys Ed. 1974;12:217-220.
21. Voit BI, Lederer A. Hyperbranched and highly branched polymer
architectures–synthetic strategies and major characterization aspects.
Chem Rev. 2009;109:5924-5973.
22. Rouabah F, Fois M, Ibos L, et al. Mechanical and thermal properties of
polycarbonate, part 1: influence of free quenching. J Appl Polym Sci.
2008;109:1505-1514. https://doi.org/10.1002/app.28218.
23. Rouabah F, Dadache D, Haddaoui N. Thermophysical and mechanical
properties of polystyrene: influence of free quenching. ISRN Polym
Sci. 2012;2012:1-8.
24. Spoljaric S, Goh TK, Blencowe A, Qiao GG, Shanks RA. Thermal, opti-
cal, and static/dynamic mechanical properties of linear-core
crosslinked star polymer blends. Macromol Chem Phys. 2011;212:
1778-1790. https://doi.org/10.1002/macp.201100143.
25. Malmström E, Johansson M, Hult A. The effect of terminal alkyl
chains on hyperbranched polyesters based on 2, 2-bis (hydroxy-
methyl) propionic acid. Macromol Chem Phys. 1996;197:3199-3207.
26. Schmaljohann D, Häußler L, Pötschke P, Voit BI, Loontjens TJA. Mod-
ification with alkyl chains and the influence on thermal and mechani-
cal properties of aromatic hyperbranched polyesters. Macromol Chem
Phys. 2000;201:49-57. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1521-3935
(20000101)201:1<49::AID-MACP49>3.0.CO;2-C.
27. Kim B-S, Im J-S, Baek S-T, Lee JO, Sigeta M, Yoshinaga K. Synthesis
of polyglycidol hydrogel films crosslinked with carboxyl-terminated
poly (ethylene glycol). Polym J. 2006;38:335-342. https://doi.org/10.
1295/polymj.38.335.
KABIR ET AL. 9
28. Ratna D, Becker O, Krishnamurthy R, Simon GP, Varley RJ.
Nanocomposites based on a combination of epoxy resin,
hyperbranched epoxy and a layered silicate. Polymer. 2003;44:7449-
7457. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polymer.2003.08.035.
29. Lu S, Li S, Yu J, Guo D, Ling R, Huang B. The effect of
hyperbranched polymer lubricant as a compatibilizer on the struc-
ture and properties of lignin/polypropylene composites. Wood Mater
Sci Eng. 2013;8:159-165. https://doi.org/10.1080/17480272.2013.
769464.
30. Saliu HR, Ishiaku U, Yakubu M, et al. The effect of epoxy concentra-
tion and fibre loading on the mechanical properties of ABS/epoxy-
coated kenaf fibre composites. Open J Compos Mater. 2015;5:41-48.
https://doi.org/10.4236/ojcm.2015.52007.
SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information may be found online in the
Supporting Information section at the end of this article.
How to cite this article: Kabir SF, Adlington K, Parsons AJ,
Irvine DJ, Ahmed I. Preparation and characterization of
composites using blends of divinylbenzene-based
hyperbranched and linear functionalized polymers. Polym Adv
Technol. 2021;1–10. https://doi.org/10.1002/pat.5346
10 KABIR ET AL.
